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PER CURI AM

Demar Lanont Mbore was convi cted of possessing crack cocai ne
wth the intent to distribute, in violation of 21 US.C 8§
841(a)(1l) (1994). The district court sentenced himto a 235-nonth
termof inprisonnent followed by five years of supervised rel ease.
On appeal, Mbore clai ns that Congress viol ated the equal protection
conponent of the Due Process Cl ause when it rejected an anmendnent
proposed by the United States Sentencing Conm ssion which would
have elimnated the disparity under the sentencing guidelines
bet ween of fenses involving crack cocai ne and cocai ne powder. See
Federal Sentencing Guidelines, Arendnent, D sapproval Act, Pub. L.
No. 104-38, 109 Stat. 334, 334-35 (1995) (rejecting the Sentencing
Comm ssion’ s proposed changes for reduction of the sentencing dis-
parity for crack and powder cocai ne of fenses). Finding no error, we
affirm

Moor e contends that Congress’s rejection of the anendnent was
racially discrimnatory. \Wile acknow edging this court’s prior
deci sions holding that the disparity in sentencing between cocai ne
base and powder cocai ne of fenses is constitutionally permssible,”

Moore argues that this court has never addressed the specific is-

" See United States v. Perkins, 108 F.3d 512, 518 (4th Cr.
1997); United States v. Hayden, 85 F.3d 153, 157-58 (4th Cr.
1996); United States v. Fisher, 58 F.3d 96, 98-100 (4th Cr. 1995);
United States v. D Anjou, 16 F.3d 604, 612 (4th Cr. 1994); United
States v. Bynum 3 F.3d 769, 774-75 (4th Cr. 1993); United States
v. Thomas, 900 F.2d 37, 38-40 (4th Cr. 1990).




sues raised in this appeal regardi ng the equal protection violation
occasi oned by Congress’s rejection of the Comm ssion’s proposed
anmendnent. We disagree and decline to revisit our prior decisions.

Accordingly, we affirmMoore’ s sentence. W di spense with ora
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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